In the context of a normative concretisation of the statute, the term "statute" is not synonymous with the law that can be repeated in light of a concrete case. In this context, the interpreter is the one who (1) "reconstructs" the possibilities contained in the statute, (2) articulates more precisely the contents of these possibilities, and (3) chooses the combination of possibilities that corresponds most closely to the legally relevant features of the life case (which also must be interpreted). Thus the interpreter's productivity consists in recognizing a legal provision as referring to a type of conduct − for example, as recognizing that the statutory signs "exceeding the speed limit" refer to, inter alia, a type of behaviour known as driving a car too fast through a town. Moreover, the decision-maker has decided the case just this way, which means it is the decision-maker and not the "statutory text" that has excluded the possibility of any other legal solution (e. g. of driving too fast in a state of emergency). The statute refers to cases that will only occur in the future and are at the present moment, in a more or less defined way, envisaged by the legislator. Irrespective of BALTIC JOURNAL OF LAW & POLITICS ISSN 2029-0454 VOLUME 9, NUMBER 2 2016 44 the extent and intensiveness of the envisaging, the interpretation must remain true to the core meaning of the norm and to the semantic possibilities of the statute text.
INTRODUCTION
The theory of argumentation gives to the process of "application of law" (that is, legal deciding in concrete cases) the meaning of a historical event with definite coordinates of time and place. As such, what deciding decides-the legal decision as such-is a value synthesis when it creates the normative state of constituent elements out of normative materials and when, on the basis of the factual starting point, it shapes the legally relevant state of facts that corresponds to the normative one. The relative creativity of the decision depends on the extent of ambiguity exhibited by the normative starting point and the life case. Within this scope, the legal decision can be creative; but it also can be obstructive and uncreative if it shapes normative and/or factual states that differ from "accepted" types and standards of conduct.
The starting point of the theory of argumentation is recognized legality and a desire to extend the scope of the legal actor's possibilities. The theory of legal argumentation takes as its object the multihued shades of meaning present in legal deciding, and it offers legal decision-makers a suitable methodology that enables them to give meaning to their actions. Its unique ambition is to deal with legal criteria and arguments that can improve the legal determinability and predictability of the actions of legal decision-makers.
VON SAVIGNY'S INTERPRETATION METHODS
Friedrich Karl von Savigny (1779−1861), the pioneer of the modern theory of interpretation and reasoning in law, took the position that interpretation was "a reconstruction of the thought [i.e. the legal norm] inherent in the statute". Von Savigny makes a distinction between grammatical, logical, historical, systematic and teleological elements of interpretation. 1 no aspect may be disregarded, and the result of interpretation is more reliable the more all aspects agree and lead towards the same solution.
It lies in the nature of legal decision-making in concrete cases that one has to deviate from this ideal as soon as some aspects of interpretation lead to different or even opposite results. This deviation was already allowed by von Savigny when he gave certain precedence to teleological interpretation and thereby dissociated himself from his own statement that the elements of interpretation were acting together at "reconstructing the thought inherent in the statute". It is well known that this is a topical issue especially in practical (operational) interpretation when always such a definite normative constituent element of the statute (Germ.
Tatbestand) has to be reached, which will allow an (unambiguous) decision in the case that is the subject of the legal decision.
UNDERSTANDING OF A STATUTE AND ITS NATURE
It is a matter of convention whether every understanding of a statute is called an "interpretation", or whether this term is used only when the meaning of the linguistic signs of a statute is defined by means of a special interpretive procedure.
It is more important whether the interpretation of the statute is taken to be just a "reconstruction of the thought inherent therein", which reconstruction is then "applied" to a concrete case. In the process of normative concretisation, 3 is not general and abstract in this sense is the antithesis of the modern conception of the "Rule of Law".
The opposite poles of the life case and the statute require a legal decision, a synthesis, in order to realize the concept of a statute that is applied; yet neither of them can be defined out of themselves, nor can they completely lean upon one other, because both of them are at least partly open as to their contents. Thus the interpretation of the statute is also a value construction, a final shaping of the "thought" 5 that must lead to the legal decision. The interpretive process is no longer seen to consist in just finding out the content − the sense and aim − of the legal norm that is contained in the statute completely and in advance. Now the legal norm is seen to be the result of the way in which the decision-maker understands the statute, and of the interpretive procedure wherein the legal norm communicated by the legislator is (re)constructed. 
NORMATIVE CONCRETISATION OF THE STATUTE
In the process of the normative concretisation of the statute an important role is occupied by legal principles on the one hand and by linguistic, logical, systematic, historical and teleological interpretation methods on the other hand. The interpretive messages conveyed by the aforementioned methods give a framework and a content structure to the interpretation of the statute without being able to exhaust its contents. The result of interpretation cannot be completely achieved at any one of the three points of the normative concretisation of the statute: (1) at the level of life cases, whose problems cannot be fully envisaged; (2) Therefore, it is of the utmost importance that the teleological interpretation does not take on a life of its own and is not considered a "noble goal" that can be manipulated as desired. It lies in the legal nature of teleological interpretation that -in spite of its polysemy and different solutions -it also leans on other elements contained in the legal system. The greater the quantity of these elements defining it as to its meaning and the more these elements complement each other or the less they exclude or even oppose each other, the more coherent the teleological interpretation is. It is the task of the interpreter to figure out these criteria, to interconnect them, to evaluate them, and to substantiate the solution he accepts as the most sound and reasonable one.
FORESEEABILITY OF THE INTERPRETATION
One of the fundamental insights of the interpretation of the statute is that the statute refers to cases that will only occur in the future and can therefore only be envisage in a more or less defined way. The grade of foreseeability must always take into account the nature of the cases to which the norms refer as well as the
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nature of the legal fields in question. The difference is significant as to whether this is the field of yielding law (Lat. ius dispositivum) or cogent law (Lat. ius cogens).
In the field of yielding law (e.g. contract law) it is of essential importance that the framework of dispositiveness is defined as well as the solutions that are valid when the parties partially or completely lack an agreement about their mutual rights and duties. The framework of dispositiveness can exceptionally be limited by some cogent norms (e.g. by setting the interest rate), yet it is unavoidable for the norms of yielding law to tell the purpose of the norms. This purpose must be more certain, the more uncertain and porous the field of the meaning of the norm to be directed by the core meaning is.
In the field of cogent law, the issue of foreseeability is somehow even more sensitive. The message of the statute has to be empirically based on known cases, for which it can be said with a substantial degree of reliability that they will be 
SUBJECTIVE AND OBJECTIVE INTERPRETATION
Interpretation often treads on rather thin ice and close to the limit beyond which one can already speak about changing and supplementing the statute. It is the task of the classic methods of interpretation to activate what is already contained -explicitly or at least implicitly -in the statute. One of the issues that cannot (and must not) be avoided refers to whether one is allowed to revitalise the statute and to interpret it in the spirit of the time.
7 See e. g. Bernd Schünemann, Nulla poena sine lege? (Berlin, New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1978).
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It is a majority point of view that the text of a statute -as soon as it has been validly passed and has become law -lives an independent life. 8 This is the objective method of interpretation, which does not interpret the text of the statute with regard to the "will of the legislator", but with regard to the ratio legis as it is actually evident in the text of the statute. A more moderate school of the objective method of interpretation decidedly rejects any topical adjustment of the interpretation to daily needs and conditions; it is only important that the ratio legis is autonomous and that the interpreter seeks answers to the questions that were often neither anticipated not could have been anticipated by the legislator. 9 For this method, the statute is always a part of the cultural and historical context, of which the interpreter is a part as well: the meaning he discerns in the statute is not just the meaning of the statute as such, but also the meaning of the legal system (ratio iuris) of the historic period and time when he interprets the statute. This message of the objective method of interpretation was well expressed by Radbruch, who said that "every meaning is just a partial meaning in an endless complex of meanings, and in this complex of meanings it produces effects that cannot be measured in advance."
10
In this meaning the objective method of interpretation is not static because it is not interested merely in the historical circumstances leading to the emergence of the statute; its reach is longer: it is also interested in the development of the legal institute, which is the subject of interpretation, in its present meaning as well asas much as possible -in its future meaning, which is important from the point of view of man's behaviour (legal safety). The dynamics of the objective method of interpretation is stretched between the past and the more or less clearly discernible future, between these two "landmarks" that have to be measured and taken into account if it wants to be neither historically clumsy (possibly conservative) nor ideologically visionary (possibly totalitarian). When moving between these two points, it is its task to remain true to the principles of legal safety and the historically established system of values. The text of the statute is not an independent unit to be interpreted arbitrarily; its independent life only means that the interpreter cannot shift the responsibility for the understanding of the statute to the imaginary (and sometimes rather mysterious and omniscient) legislator. The interpreter is bound to the statute; it is, however, his duty to find points of support that give meaning to his interpretation and substantiate it.
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STUDY OF LEGAL REASONING
The insight that the interpretation of a statute is an activity that is allowed sometimes a broader and sometimes a smaller leeway by the statute text, is of special importance of the study of law. No statute is so perfect that it could be applied mechanically. Each application of a statute can be more or less creative.
The understanding and the application of a statute are not value-neutral. Legal reasoning (Germ. Methodenlehre) must be aware of this characteristic of the legal phenomenon and analyse it.
For the study of law it is of special importance that it contends with all these issues and that it studies legal understanding as the understanding of legal problems. The findings of legal dogmatics are important, yet they cannot solve the value issues of law. These problems are dealt with by Legal Theory and especially by Legal Philosophy. The study of law that would turn a deaf ear to these issues does not offer its students the basis, which is a conditio sine qua non for responsible legal decision-making. It is also very important that Legal Reasoning and Legal Philosophy work hand in hand.
14 It has been proven by experience that -at least in principle -the best lawyers (e.g. judges) are the ones with a broad general knowledge, especially in humanities and social sciences, with a broad legal knowledge and who have learned during their regular and judicial studies how to connect theory and practice. Such lawyers can -especially while still relatively young -move in different fields of law.
By being able to think in a comprehensive and versatile manner, they can quickly perceive the subtleties of legal issues.
CONCLUSIONS
In the context of the normative concretisation of a statute, the term "statute"
is not synonymous with the law that can be repeated in light of the concrete case.
In this context, the interpreter is the one who (1) "reconstructs" the possibilities contained in the statute; (2) articulates more precisely the contents of these possibilities; and (3) chooses the combination of possibilities that corresponds most closely to the legally relevant features of the life case (which also must be interpreted). Thus, the interpreter's productivity consists in recognizing a legal provision as referring to a type of conduct − for example, as recognizing that the statutory signs "exceeding the speed limit" refer to, inter alia, a type of behaviour known as driving a car too fast through a town. As the interpreter chooses and ISSN 2029-0454 VOLUME 9, NUMBER 2 2016
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values the type of conduct as such, he connects it as the most appropriate type, with regard to its contents, vis-à-vis the characteristics of the concrete life case.
Moreover, the decision-maker has decided the case in this particular way, and this means that it is the decision-maker, and not the "statutory text", who has excluded the possibility of any other legal solution (e. g. of driving too fast in a state of emergency).
It is not the task of the theory of argumentation to create or even improve a system of values that would make possible univocal deciding. It can only bring to decisionmakers a vision of the nature and structure of legal deciding, of the elements of which a legal decision consists, and of the merely possible legal arguments that define the context of legal deciding.
It does not lie within its legitimate power to offer answers to questions in particular life cases that have occurred or will occur; but it does offer criteria for saying that a legal decision will be more legally persuasive the more coherent are the connection between the arguments on which it is based. However, the theory of argumentation is also flexible enough to see that sometimes the "best" decision in a case (for example, at the "bordeline," where the decisionmaker confronts two or more contradictory solutions) will not consist of an ordered series of arguments at all. In such a case, the main emphasis will be put on the so-called "decisive"
argument that breaks new ground − for example, the decision may give the grounds for damages for an altogether new kind if immaterial loss, and its degree of decisiveness will depend on prevailing social trends, attitudes, and beliefs. If such a decision lies within the legal framework that makes it possible, and is at the same time in accordance with the range of values (taking into account all variations and conflicts) that are accepted in society, its persuasive power will be substantially greater than if it were based on a predetermined and detailed system of values that falsely offers itself as uncontroversial and absolute. 15 
